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revision that we are proposing to 
approve, today.

TABLE IV.—RULE NUMBER AND AFFECTED PARISHES OF LOUISIANA 

Rule No. Affected parishes 

LAC 33:III:2201 (AQ215) provisions .................................. Ascension, East Baton Rouge, East Felicia, Iberville, Livingston, Pointe Coupee, St. 
Helena, West Baton Rouge, and West Felicia. 

If you are in one of these Louisiana 
parishes, you should refer to the 
Louisiana NOX rules to determine if and 
how today’s action will affect you. 

Administrative Requirements 
Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 

51735, October 4, 1993), this proposed 
action is not a ‘‘significant regulatory 
action’’ and therefore is not subject to 
review by the Office of Management and 
Budget. For this reason, this action is 
also not subject to Executive Order 
13211, ‘‘Actions Concerning Regulations 
That Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use’’ (66 FR 28355, May 
22, 2001). This proposed action merely 
approves state law as meeting federal 
requirements and imposes no additional 
requirements beyond those imposed by 
state law. Accordingly, the 
Administrator certifies that this 
proposed rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 
et. seq.). Because this rule proposes to 
approve pre-existing requirements 
under state law and does not impose 
any additional enforceable duty beyond 
that required by state law, it does not 
contain any unfunded mandate or 
significantly or uniquely affect small 
governments, as described in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 
(Public Law 104–4). For the same 
reason, this proposed rule also does not 
significantly or uniquely affect the 
communities of tribal governments, as 
specified by Executive Order 13175 (65 
FR 67249, November 9, 2000). This 
proposed rule will not have substantial 
direct effects on the States, on the 
relationship between the national 
government and the States, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government, as specified in 
Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, 
August 10, 1999), because it merely 
approves a state rule implementing a 
federal standard, and does not alter the 
relationship or the distribution of power 
and responsibilities established in the 
Clean Air Act. This proposed rule also 
is not subject to Executive Order 13045 
(62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997), because 
it is not economically significant. 

In reviewing SIP submissions, EPA’s 
role is to approve state choices, 
provided that they meet the criteria of 
the Clean Air Act. In this context, in the 
absence of a prior existing requirement 
for the State to use voluntary consensus 
standards (VCS), EPA has no authority 
to disapprove a SIP submission for 
failure to use VCS. It would thus be 
inconsistent with applicable law for 
EPA, when it reviews a SIP submission, 
to use VCS in place of a SIP submission 
that otherwise satisfies the provisions of 
the Clean Air Act. Thus, the 
requirements of section 12(d) of the 
National Technology Transfer and 
Advancement Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C. 
272 note) do not apply. The proposed 
rule does not involve special 
consideration of environmental justice 
related issues as required by Executive 
Order 12898 (59 FR 7629, February 16, 
1994). As required by section 3 of 
Executive Order 12988 (61 FR 4729, 
February 7, 1996), in issuing this 
proposed rule, EPA has taken the 
necessary steps to eliminate drafting 
errors and ambiguity, minimize 
potential litigation, and provide a clear 
legal standard for affected conduct. The 
EPA has complied with Executive Order 
12630 (53 FR 8859, March 15, 1988) by 
examining the takings implications of 
the rule in accordance with the 
‘‘Attorney General’s Supplemental 
Guidelines for the Evaluation of Risk 
and Avoidance of Unanticipated 
Takings.’’ This proposed rule does not 
impose an information collection 
burden under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Environmental protection, Air 
pollution control, Carbon monoxide, 
Nitrogen dioxide, Ozone, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, Volatile 
organic compounds.

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

Dated: July 15, 2002. 

Gregg A. Cooke, 
Regional Administrator, Region 6.
[FR Doc. 02–18576 Filed 7–22–02; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Part 63 

[MN 67–01–7292(b); FRL–7249–1] 

Approval of Section 112(l) Program of 
Delegation; Minnesota

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: In this document the EPA is 
proposing to approve a request from 
Minnesota for a partial delegation of the 
Federal air toxics program pursuant to 
section 112(l) of the Clean Air Act (Act). 
The State’s mechanism of delegation 
involves the straight delegation of all 
existing and future section 112 
standards unchanged from the Federal 
standards. The actual delegation of 
authority of individual standards, 
except standards addressed specifically 
in this action, will occur through a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
between the Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency (MPCA) and EPA. This 
request for approval of a mechanism of 
delegation encompasses only those 
sources subject to a section 112 standard 
and a requirement to obtain a part 70 
operating permit. 

In the final rules section of this 
Federal Register, EPA is approving the 
State’s request as a direct final rule 
without prior proposal because EPA 
views this action as noncontroversial 
and anticipates no adverse comments. A 
detailed rationale for approving the 
State’s request is set forth in the direct 
final rule. The direct final rule will 
become effective without further notice 
unless the Agency receives relevant 
adverse written comment. Should the 
Agency receive such comment, it will 
publish a document informing the 
public that the direct final rule will not 
take effect and such public comment(s) 
received will be addressed in a 
subsequent final rule based on this 
proposed rule. If no adverse written 
comments are received, the direct final 
rule will take effect on the date stated 
in that document and no further activity 
will be taken on this proposed rule. EPA 
does not plan to institute a second 
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comment period on this action. Any 
parties interested in commenting on this 
document should do so at this time.
DATES: Written comments must be 
received on or before August 22, 2002.
ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be sent to: Robert Miller, Chief, Permits 
and Grants Section, Air Programs 
Branch (AR–18J), U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 77 West Jackson 
Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bryan Holtrop at (312) 886–6204, 
holtrop.bryan@epa.gov or Rachel 
Rineheart at (312) 886–7017, 
rineheart.rachel@epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For 
additional information see the direct 
final rule published in the rules section 
of this Federal Register. Copies of the 
documents relevant to this action are 
available for public inspection during 
normal business hours at the above 
address. (Please telephone Robert Miller 
at (312) 353–0396 before visiting the 
Region 5 Office.)

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63 

Environmental protection, 
Administrative practice and procedure, 
Air pollution control, Hazardous 
substances, Intergovernmental relations, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements.

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401, et seq.

Dated: June 27, 2002. 
Bharat Mathur, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 5.
[FR Doc. 02–18399 Filed 7–22–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Parts 122 and 412 

[FRL–7250–2] 

Notice of Data Availability; National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit Regulation and Effluent 
Limitations Guidelines and Standards 
for Concentrated Animal Feeding 
Operations

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of data availability.

SUMMARY: On January 12, 2001 (66 FR 
2959), EPA published a proposal to 
revise two regulations that address 
manure, wastewater, and other process 
waters generated by concentrated 
animal feeding operations (CAFOs). 
These two regulations are: The National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) provisions that define which 
operations are CAFOs and establish 
permit requirements; and the Effluent 
Limitations Guidelines, or effluent 
guidelines, for feedlots (beef, dairy, 
swine and poultry subcategories), which 
establish the technology-based effluent 
discharge standards for CAFOs. 

In the proposal, and in a subsequent 
notice of data availability published on 
November 21, 2001 (66 FR 58556), EPA 
solicited comment on various aspects of 
the proposed revisions and data used to 
analyze the proposed revisions. Due to 
additional data and comments received, 
EPA is considering changes to certain 
aspects of the proposed rulemaking. 
Specifically, today’s notice presents 
information on the following: 
Establishing alternative regulatory 
thresholds for chicken operations using 
dry litter management practices; the 
potential creation of alternative 
performance standards to encourage 
CAFOs to implement new technologies; 
and financial data and changes EPA is 
considering to refine its economic 
analysis models. Today, EPA is making 
these data and potential changes 
available for public review and 
comment.
DATES: You must submit comments by 
August 22, 2002.
ADDRESSES: You are encouraged to 
submit your comments electronically to 
CAFOS.comments@epa.gov. Electronic 
comments should specify docket 
number W–00–27 and must be 
submitted as an ASCII, Microsoft Word, 
or WordPerfect file avoiding the use of 
special characters and any form of 
encryption. Electronic comments on this 
action may be filed online at many 
Federal Depository Libraries. No 
confidential business information (CBI) 
should be sent via e-mail. 

You also may submit comments by 
mail to: Concentrated Animal Feeding 
Operation Proposed Rule, Office of 
Water, Engineering and Analysis 
Division (4303T), USEPA, 1200 
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, 
DC 20460. Hand deliveries (including 
overnight mail) should be submitted to 
the Concentrated Animal Feeding 
Operation Proposed Rule, USEPA, EPA 
West Building, Room 6231, 1301 
Constitution Avenue, NW, Washington, 
DC 20004. Please submit an original and 
three copies of your written comments 
and enclosures, as well as any 
references cited in your comments. 

The public record for this action and 
the proposed rulemaking has been 
established under docket number W–
00–27 and is located at 1200 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Washington, 
DC. The record is available for 

inspection from 8 a.m. to noon, Monday 
through Thursday, excluding legal 
holidays. For access to the docket 
materials, call (202) 566–1000 for the 
room number and to schedule an 
appointment. A reasonable fee may be 
charged for copying.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Renee Selinsky Johnson at (202) 566–
1077 or at the following e-mail address: 
johnson.renee@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Contents of This Document 
I. Purpose of this Notice 
II. Background 

A. Proposed Rule 
B. Notice of Data Availability 

III. Thresholds for Chicken Operations Using 
Dry Litter Management 

IV. Voluntary Alternative Performance 
Standards for Innovative Technologies 

V. Changes to the Economic Analysis 
A. Changes to Model Framework and 

Assumptions 
B. Changes to the Baseline Financial Data 
C. Preliminary Analysis Results

I. Purpose of This Notice 
There are three main components to 

today’s notice: (1) Discussion of 
potential new regulatory thresholds for 
chicken operations with dry litter 
management practices; (2) the potential 
creation of alternative performance 
standards to encourage CAFOs to 
implement new wastewater treatment 
technologies and/or practices; and (3) 
discussion of new financial data and 
changes EPA is considering to refine the 
economic analysis models used to 
evaluate economic effects that potential 
regulatory options may have on CAFOs. 

For chicken operations with dry litter 
management, EPA is considering 
alternative approaches for determining 
the number of broilers or laying hens 
that would be considered equivalent to 
1,000 animal units (AU). In the 
proposed rule, EPA presented a scenario 
where 100,000 chickens would be 
considered equivalent to 1,000 AU. In 
today’s notice, EPA presents two 
possible alternative approaches for 
setting this metric for chicken 
operations. 

EPA’s long-term environmental vision 
for CAFOs includes continuing research 
and progress toward environmental 
improvement. The Agency believes that 
individual CAFOs can be encouraged to 
voluntarily develop and install new 
technologies and management practices 
equal to or better than those required by 
baseline best available technology 
economically achievable (BAT) and new 
source performance standards (NSPS) 
effluent guidelines regulations. Further, 
EPA recognizes that some CAFOs, as 
well as land grant universities, state 
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